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Abstract
This article examines the ways in which British colonial atrocities can further our understanding of European colonial violence and its relationship with genocidal violence in twentieth-century European warfare and the Holocaust. This issue will be examined in relation to the British war of reconquest in the Sudan 1896–99, which utilized methods including starvation tactics and the killing of the enemy wounded. Propaganda which dehumanized the “enemy” and justified British supremacy over “inferior races” in the name of “civilization” was also key. European traditions of violence in the colonies provide an important historical context for the genocidal violence of the twentieth century. 
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This article will discuss the ways in which the history of European colonial violence can enhance our understanding of the Holocaust; it will be argued that this history provides an important context for Nazi genocidal violence within European traditions. There has been an increased focus in recent years on the phenomenon of extreme violence in a colonial context, which greatly contributes to our understanding of the history of Europe and its relationship with genocide, years before it was carried out by the Nazis on European soil. Scholars have been increasingly exploring the importance of European imperialism to the policies of the Nazis, focusing particularly on the colonialism of Wilhelminian Germany. However, the present study will focus on British colonial violence. Considering the fact that the British Empire was underpinned by methods of extreme violence and in light of its scale and significance, it is a natural progression that the British imperial project also be examined within the context of colonial atrocities and genocidal violence. It is not the aim of this article to suggest a direct continuity between British colonial violence and the Holocaust, but rather to explore the relevance of the British Empire as one aspect of the historical context within which the barbarities of the Nazi regime may be considered. This study is relevant to both the history of empire and studies of Nazi colonial violence and will begin by discussing some of the recent scholarly debates concerning colonialism, National Socialism, and the Holocaust, before moving on to a discussion of the Anglo-Egyptian War of Reconquest in the Sudan against the Mahdists 1896–9, suggesting ways in which an exploration of British colonial violence can further our understanding of Nazi genocidal violence. 
When Hannah Arendt discussed the idea of “boomerang effects” in her seminal work The Origins of Totalitarianism in 1951, she was not alone in suggesting links between European colonialism and the advent of fascism and genocide on European soil.​[1]​ Anti-colonial critics including Aimé Césaire also made it clear that for them the connections between the violent destruction of European colonialism and Nazi policies were more than obvious.​[2]​ Colonial violence was clearly a consideration for Raphael Lemkin, who coined the term “genocide” in 1944; as Dirk Moses highlights, Lemkin “did not just write about genocide in colonial contexts; he defined the concept as intrinsically colonial.”​[3]​ This point is made clear by Lemkin’s oft-quoted statement that: 

Genocide has two phases: one, destruction of the national pattern of the oppressed group; the other, the imposition of the national pattern of the oppressor. This imposition, in turn, may be made upon the oppressed population which is allowed to remain or upon the territory alone, after removal of the population and the colonization of the area by the oppressor’s own nationals.​[4]​ 

More recently, a key figure in the “continuity thesis” debate, Jürgen Zimmerer has explored the connections between German colonial violence and the Holocaust; such studies have been particularly instructive in highlighting links between colonialism and Nazi genocide. As well as Zimmerer, scholars including Isabel Hull and Benjamin Madley have focused in particular on connections between Nazi policies in “the East” and German colonial policies in Africa.​[5]​ Issues that have been hitherto explored include the transfer of knowledge via the personnel that initially worked in the German colonies of the Kaiserreich and later in Nazi Germany for example.​[6]​ 
Scholars have also been considering Adolf Hitler’s expansionist aims in the East as a European colonial project​[7]​ and Zimmerer has stated that “European colonialism stood at the beginning of a development of particular notions of space and race that found its culmination in the ‘hunger plan’ of 1941, the genocidal massacres in the context of combating partisans, and the utilization of gas for organized suffocation.”​[8]​ European colonialism provided a model of brutal and unrestrained conquest and occupation and as David Furber and Wendy Lower have emphasized, the Nazis were able to justify their policies of colonial expansion in the East as “merely applying nineteenth-century colonial methods to Europe.”​[9]​ Similarly, Donald Bloxham highlights that even if the Nazi regime only “adopted similar levels of harshness and exploitation to those deployed by other European states in their colonies, the picture was very grim.”​[10]​ Hence, scholars have acknowledged that Nazi violence may be viewed as being within the traditions of European history and are considering the relationship between the role of colonialism and the genocide of European Jewry, and as Furber and Lower have also acknowledged “the problematic of resettlement and Jewish question went hand in hand in the General Government as elsewhere.”​[11]​ While clearly, the Jewish population was to be ultimately excluded from the Nazi Empire, it was nevertheless the case that they were affected by Nazi colonial policies and “the decision to exterminate the Jews was part of a larger Nazi vision of a racial empire in the East.”​[12]​ Peter Fritzsche has also argued that the destruction of European Jewry was linked to “clear[ing] the ground for colonization” and hence, “The ongoing murder of Jews, the anticipation of a complete victory over the Soviet Union, and the heady prospect of new, clean colonies in the East were closely intertwined.”​[13]​ 
The colonial paradigm is arguably less useful with regard to the Holocaust and some scholars strongly dispute its application to the extermination of European Jewry in particular, as policies directed at the Jewish populations did differ to the treatment of the Polish population for example, although it is evident that the two also overlapped in many ways. As Shelley Baranowski asserts, Jews under the Nazis also suffered from methods similar to those conducted in the European colonies and states that “similar to colonial subjects in other settings, Jews endured increasingly rigid segregation and the theft of their assets, and their labor was exploited in work gangs, camps, and ghettos.”​[14]​ There are scholars who are vehemently opposed to the application of the colonial genocide approach to the Holocaust. In highlighting the colonial aspects of Nazi violence it not the intention of this article to ignore the particularities of the Holocaust, but rather to demonstrate that Nazi anti-Semitic measures were also affected by colonial policies and that the two were interconnected in a variety of ways. Scholars including Dan Diner contest the relevance of colonialism, arguing that there is a fundamental difference between the Holocaust and colonial genocide, as the Holocaust was “pure annihilation, over and above war, conflict, and enmity.”​[15]​ Within these discussions of the “imperial” nature of Nazi Germany it is clear that the question of Holocaust “uniqueness” and arguments regarding its historicization continue to loom over Holocaust and genocide studies.​[16]​ Roberta Pergher and Mark Roseman have highlighted the negative effects of this approach thus: 

Although these two critiques of existing literature, the one skeptical of a colonial inheritance, the other suggesting that Holocaust literature has failed to embrace an imperial framework, stand in some creative tension, in fact both ultimately point to the same problem, namely, that the moral and political stakes in defending or challenging the Holocaust’s uniqueness have muddied efforts to integrate it productively into larger developments and categories.​[17]​ 

Scholars have shown that the colonial paradigm can prove useful for furthering our understanding of the Nazis’ “Final Solution” of the “Jewish Question.” Furber and Lower assert that the colonial context is relevant regarding the extermination of the Jews and state: “The Holocaust was not a typical colonial genocide because ‘the Jew’ was not a typical colonial other.” Suggesting a different perspective on the issue, these authors have proposed that “the Nazis feared the Jews ... because they regarded themselves as the indigenous people of Central and Eastern Europe who were fighting off Jewish penetration.”​[18]​ Moses has discussed the extent to which the genocide of European Jewry can be explained by the colonial genocide paradigm, and contends that Lemkin certainly did not consider this to be the case. However, Moses suggests that we may view the Holocaust as a “subaltern” genocide,​[19]​ and states that the Nazis viewed themselves as being involved in a “war of national liberation” against the Jews.​[20]​ According to Moses, the Nazis viewed themselves as the attacked indigenous population, and “the Jews” their colonizers; he argues that these factors provide an explanation for the Nazis’ “relentless drive to exterminate the Jews entirely,”​[21]​  an element which critics argue is lacking within a colonial framework.
While it was logical that scholars initially focused their attention on German colonialism as a tool for understanding the genocidal policies of the Nazis, it is a natural and necessary progression that European colonialism be considered in order to help us understand the European traditions of violence which provide the background to the genocidal violence of the twentieth century. Within the context of the Netherlands and the Holocaust, Ido de Haan supports this view, stating: 

the Holocaust is an episode in European history, not just because it happened everywhere, or because the Nazis had Europe-wide ambitions, but also because the causes, nature and effects of the Holocaust were closely related to the general European phenomena of imperialism, colonialism and genocide.​[22]​

While it is clear that colonial aspects alone cannot explain the destruction of European Jewry, it may be argued that it is essential that future studies of the Holocaust consider the genocide within a wider context of European violence. 
A consideration of the significance of British colonial violence as part of the wider phenomenon of European colonialism and its relevance to Nazi genocidal policies throughout Europe is also significant for British history as there is still a general lack of discussion regarding the wider implications of the role of violence and atrocity in the British Empire, although genocide scholars are increasingly examining the relationship between Britain and genocide,​[23]​ particularly in reference to its colonies. The historiography on the destruction of the Aborigines in Australia is already remarkably large;​[24]​ while this research has led to much debate in Australia, the genocidal history of the Aborigines continues to be overlooked within Britain and in “British History,”​[25]​ although the destruction of the Aborigines began under British rule.​[26]​ Indeed, one may hope that Tom Lawson’s recently published The Last Man: A British Genocide in Tasmania marks a change in this approach.​[27]​ Several historians of empire are considering the role of everyday violence in the British Empire, including contradictions within the colonial legal systems, as well as the violent nature of decolonization.​[28]​ However, despite Britain’s vast empire and the destruction it wrought, there are still few explorations of the theme of British colonial violence​[29]​ and these studies tend to focus on isolated occurrences of violence without exploring the wider context and how these may be part of a broader pattern of colonial violence.​[30]​ Areas that genocide scholars are now exploring include the destruction of the Native Americans in North America,​[31]​ British colonization and rule in Ireland,​[32]​ and the British colonial wars in Rhodesia​[33]​ and Zululand​[34]​ to name a few. It is interesting that it has taken so long for historians of empire to seriously address issues of atrocity; it is important that the findings of genocide scholars be incorporated into those of historians of empire, thus highlighting the integral role that violence played. Hence, explorations of the relationship between the British Empire and mass violence are relevant for our understanding of the history of empire as well as Holocaust and genocide studies. It is also the case that the true extent of the violence used to uphold the Empire and British interests as a whole has failed to seep into British consciousness more generally. The debates surrounding both the introduction of Holocaust Memorial Day (HMD) and the opening of a permanent Holocaust Exhibition at the Imperial War Museum (IWM) in London have further highlighted this lack of awareness and, at times, apparent hypocrisy.​[35]​ Dan Stone has previously argued that the emphasis on the Holocaust in Britain has produced a “screen memory” effect, which “conceptually prohibits inquiry into Britain’s own historical record.”​[36]​ However, he then goes on to conclude that “it is precisely this focus on the Holocaust that has encouraged a reconsideration of the question of genocide in imperial history.”​[37]​ This process has occurred through firstly the development of the historiography of the Holocaust and comparative genocide studies more generally. 
Hitler has been quoted at various times as having referred to British colonialism as a model for German expansion and his admiration for the British Empire is well known; this fact should, as Stone has highlighted, “give us pause for thought.”​[38]​ Indeed, the Nazis were perplexed that their imperial aims and racial policies were not well received in Britain; it has been noted that Alfred Rosenberg, head of the Reich Ministry for the Occupied Eastern Territories, hoped that British dismay would be temporary, stating: “it seems to us ... that the British Empire too is based on a racially defined claim of dominance.”​[39]​ Racial prejudices were fundamental to British imperialism, as was “scientific racism” in the second half of the nineteenth century, as well as the work of Charles Darwin in particular, “extinction discourse” and “degeneration” theory, for example.​[40]​ The development of racial thought both in the metropole and on the periphery has been documented by scholars, thus demonstrating the centrality of racial stereotypes and the view of “natives” as “savage,” “primitive,” and “backward,” as opposed to the “civilized” and “advanced” Europeans. The alleged inherent superiority of Europeans was provided as justification for the imperial project and the fulfillment of a “moral duty” within which the native populations were seen as irresponsible and incapable of looking after themselves. According to Daniel Pick, social Darwinism and other related theories at this time “underpinned the supremacist rhetoric” of imperialism, although “the specter of internal degradation continually haunted it”​[41]​ and it was commonly believed that Western “civilization” remained on the precipice between “civilization” and “barbarism.”​[42]​ Western European powers simultaneously espoused their superiority over “savages” devoid of “civilization” in the colonies, with the application of a racial hierarchy, while also voicing concerns regarding the “degeneracy” and potential demise of its own population.​[43]​ As historian Anthony Pagden has stated, “There was a persistent dread among European colonists that … it would be only a matter of time before the European civilizers would themselves become ‘native’ – either that or they would perish altogether.”​[44]​ One can recognize parallels between these fears and the claims of the Nazis that they were defending “Western civilization” against “international Jewry,”​[45]​ as well as the view that the “subhuman” Russian population needed to be removed as “a terror to all civilized nations” and the quest for the ethnic purification of the Volksgemeinschaft.​[46]​ Indeed, George Mosse described the “Final Solution” as the “climax of European racism.”​[47]​ 
British military campaigns utilized a range of methods to enforce and maintain British power throughout the Empire; methods of violence that were standard practice included, inter alia, the use of collective reprisals and scorched earth policies, starvation tactics on the enemy as well as the wider population, “divide and rule” strategies, punitive expeditions, looting, as well as a disregard for international standards of warfare and in some cases the massacring of the enemy wounded. One case that included all of these aspects was the Anglo-Egyptian Reconquest of the Sudan, which came after the Mahdists had successfully kept the British out of the country for over a decade, having established power in 1885 under the Mahdi, Muhammed Ahmad. It was clear from the beginning of the campaign under the Sirdar (commander-in-chief) of the Egyptian Army, Herbert Kitchener, that the methods to be utilized would be brutal. For example, Prime Minister Lord Salisbury suggested to Lord Cromer, Consul-General of Egypt in 1896, that “with search lights and a maxim gun you could prevent an enemy’s camp from supplying itself with water from the river – and so starve it out.”​[48]​ Major J. Farley recollected that fighting in 1896 was conducted in an uncompromising manner as “no quarter [was] given or asked” and that “many of [the Mahdist soldiers] were only waiting the opportunity to surrender, [and] as they came out with hands in the air, they were duly put in the bag.”​[49]​ However, all other battles of the reconquest were to pale in comparison to the Battle of Omdurman on 2 September 1898.​[50]​ Official figures state that 11,000 Mahdists were killed and over 16,000 seriously wounded, although these statistics do not take into account the number of fatalities that resulted from the practice of neglect and killing of the enemy wounded;​[51]​ in contrast, Anglo-Egyptian forces lost just 48 men and 382 were wounded in the battle.​[52]​ War propaganda was utilized by Reginald Wingate, the Director of Military Intelligence of the Egyptian Army and “chief propagandist” for the reconquest, as Wingate sought to justify the extreme military tactics with “unrelieved descriptions of bloodshed and oppression,”​[53]​ fuelling the perception of the Mahdia as a brutal, barbaric regime with bestial and savage tales, which were undoubtedly exaggerated. This propaganda and the campaign were fuelled by the death of General Charles Gordon at Khartoum in 1885 at the hands of the Mahdists. First-hand accounts of the reconquest campaign convey the fact that many British troops did not recognize their enemies as fellow human beings and Lt. A. Unsworth stated that the “sight of the mutilated bodies had no more effect on me than the sight of a wounded fly would have.”​[54]​ Jens-Uwe Guettel has highlighted a similar mindset in the case of German soldiers fighting in the East and in reference to soldiers’ letters home he argues that there was a perception of “the German advance as a battle of civilization against sub-human barbarity.”​[55]​ Furthermore, he emphasizes that German soldiers utilized the brutal actions of the Soviet Union in the Ukraine to justify their own brutality towards prisoners of war and civilians while at the same time claiming to “liberate” the Ukraine from Soviet oppression, for example. To make his point, Guettel quotes one soldier’s letter from the front: “Well, these beasts will receive punishment that is their due. Maybe you have already noticed that the battles have resulted in very few prisoners. Every one of them we have found before our rifles is no more.”​[56]​ 
Winston Churchill, who was present in Omdurman both as a war correspondent and soldier, described the effects of British propaganda thus: 

the unmeasured terms in which the Dervishes had been described in the newspapers, and the idea which had been laboriously circulated, of “avenging Gordon”, had inflamed [the soldiers’] passions, and had led them to believe that it was quite correct to regard their enemy as vermin – unfit to live.​[57]​ 

Thousands of enemy wounded were left for dead on the battlefield; Medical Officer Major Adamson depicted the scene on his departure from Omdurman several days after the battle: “The voyage is a horrible memory, at least the first day of it, for all along the river edge were dead or wounded dervishes, great vultures tearing at the corpses or waiting patiently for the wounded to die.”​[58]​ Furthermore, the night after the battle the town was subject to the so-called reinforcement of “law and order” in which Major-General Granville Egerton described how “the shooting all round was incessant, probably looting and a general repayment of old scores,” in which local leaders were targeted.​[59]​ 
The “civilized” versus “barbaric” dichotomy was a key component of the British imperial project and was used by participants to try and understand their own reactions to their participation in these brutal events, as one soldier noted: “One’s feelings are really quite unusual at such a time, and I take it all the old primeval savage blood left in our highly civilized bodies is asserting itself a bit.”​[60]​ The prejudices of the invaders are also evident in the accounts of many soldiers and correspondents who could not hide their disgust at what awaited them in the aftermath of the battle. For example, one soldier recounted: “the accursed place was left to fester and fry in its own filth and lust and blood. The reek of its abomination steamed up to heaven to justify us of our vengeance.”​[61]​ As historian M. W. Daly has highlighted: 

That a sprawling and populous city, hours after its bombardment and occupation by an invading army, host to thousands of the wounded and dying who had escaped the carnage of the battlefield, should offend the aesthetic and moral senses of war correspondents may be surprising.​[62]​ 

The conditions created by the invading power were used to reinforce the common perception of the “savage native”; this is a theme which one can recognize in Nazi rhetoric regarding the ghettoized Jewish population for example, in which we can see the effects of the dehumanization of the Jewish victims as conveyed by Alfred Rosenberg, who stated: “Seeing this race en masse, which is decaying, decomposing, and rotten to the core will banish any sentimental humanitarianism.”​[63]​ Hence, the Nazis used the horrendous conditions that they had forced upon the Jewish population to further justify their annihilationist policies through their own “self-fulfilling prophecy.”​[64]​ Reactions by German troops to the Soviet Union were reminiscent of British responses to newly conquered territory set for colonization: as a member of the 12th Air Force Regiment stated, “Russia is on the whole still a huge disappointment for the individual. No culture, no paradise (…) the lowest level, filth, a humanity that shows us that we will have a huge task of colonization here.”​[65]​ 
Historians have emphasized the importance of the advanced weaponry utilized by the British in the reconquest campaign, which essentially turned the Battle of Omdurman into a one-sided massacre. In his assessment of the battle, Byron Farwell concluded that “cool efficiency had triumphed over hot religious fanaticism.”​[66]​ Such a representation of the reconquest and the use of modern weaponry also seeks to encourage the “civilized” versus “barbaric” dichotomy; depictions of the British military campaign as cold and distant through modern technology are typical of a broader pattern of Eurocentrism that stresses the “civilized” methods of Western powers in comparison to their “savage” enemy, thus underplaying the brutality of the methods of modern warfare. Churchill summed up the conflict as “probably the most signal triumph ever gained by the arms of science over Barbarians.”​[67]​ Hence, the role of technology has been emphasized with regards to the reconquest and Vinay Lal alludes to the “terrible tedium experienced by Kitchener’s men” as they fired their machine guns. This “tedium” Lal links with the bureaucratization of killing in reference to the work of Arendt, and states that “the moral distancing that takes place when pulling the trigger and the filing of papers become tasks akin to one another.”​[68]​ However, such a view, comparing the slaughter of Omdurman with the role of the Schreibtischtäter in the Holocaust, underplays the importance of the realities of face-to-face killing. Accounts of the battle demonstrate that the effects of British war tactics were anything but “civilized,” As Ernest Bennett, a journalist who was present at the end battle, stated: 

Anyone who has seen the effects of shell fire – bodies ripped open, jaws torn off, and kindred horrors – may find it difficult to differentiate very markedly between accursed usages inseparable from every system of warfare, civilized and barbarous alike.​[69]​

It has also been the case with reference to twentieth-century conflicts as well as the Holocaust in particular that there has been a tendency to overemphasize the role of modern technology in an attempt to create distance, as Stone has stated with reference to the perception of “industrial killing” and the Holocaust: “any talk of ‘modernity’ in the smooth, bureaucratic sense seems more a way of hiding the reality of the horror from ourselves than a faithful description.”​[70]​ Eric Weitz has also discussed this issue and highlights that “the wars of the twentieth century, for all the technological prowess that marked them as something new, by no means eliminated face-to-face brutality.”​[71]​ With regards to the Holocaust, it is important to consider, for example, the role of the Einsatzgruppen and the “ghetto clearances” in 1942 which led to the deaths of one million Jews who were killed in “wild shootings.”​[72]​ 
	Yehouda Shenhav has recently discussed Arendt’s work regarding Nazi and imperial bureaucracy, as well as her thesis on the “banality of evil,” focusing specifically on Cromer; Shenhav compares the alleged similarities between Cromer and Adolf Eichmann in particular.​[73]​ Cromer was instrumental in the Sudan campaign and Kitchener reported directly to him rather than the War Office throughout the reconquest;​[74]​ elsewhere Cromer has been described as “the embodiment of cold administrative rationality” and his role in the reconquest requires further investigation.​[75]​ Shenhav highlights the foundations of both the Nazi and British colonial bureaucracies which were based on race, arbitrary rule with “states of exception,” and moral aloofness. According to Shenhav, Arendt “argued that the dangerous liaisons between race and bureaucracy had unleashed extraordinary power and destruction, all the more alarming as they were ‘bathed in an aura of rationality and civilization’.”​[76]​ The flexible and arbitrary nature of colonial rule further increased British power throughout its colonies. As Arendt argued, “The only ‘law’ [these men] obeyed was the ‘law’ of expansion, and the only proof of their ‘lawfulness’ was success.”​[77]​ Hence, scholars are exploring a variety of ways in which one can identify historical continuities between European colonialism and the Nazi Empire.  
Colonial conflicts were underpinned by the imperial ideology which presented the indigenous population as “barbaric” and “inferior” and thus not subject to the same “standards” of European warfare;​[78]​ this included the development of weaponry purely designed for use in the colonies, such as explosive bullets.​[79]​ Although the use of these bullets had already been banned as a result of the St. Petersburg Declaration in 1868, the British justified their utilization in colonial warfare. These justifications were founded on racist assumptions, for example as Bennett stated, “The main object of a soldier in battle is to put his opponent out of action, and it is found by experience that the ordinary bullet does not adequately secure this result when employed against barbarous or semi-barbarous enemies.”​[80]​ As Alex Bellamy explains, “societies had to fulfill the ‘standards of civilization’ in order to enjoy the protection of civilized rules. If they did not, they fell outside the moral order.”​[81]​ There are clear parallels in the justifications for the violation of international law in both the context of British colonial warfare and the Nazi disregard for these laws in the “war of annihilation” which took place in the Soviet Union from 1941 onwards.​[82]​ 
The concept of the “civilizing mission” was central to the British Empire, although, as V. G. Kiernan highlighted, this concept was based upon the premise that “Whatever a white man did must in some grotesque fashion be ‘civilized’.”​[83]​ British colonial victories were typically accompanied by claims of “liberation” for the conquered territory, as the following statement from Bennet Burleigh suggests in relation to the Sudan: “the rehabilitation of the country through the setting up of just government will be in the nature of discharging a duty long incumbent on Great Britain,”​[84]​ although the administration under the Condominium Agreement introduced military law and enforced policies which increased the suffering of the general population. Local inhabitants had already suffered greatly throughout the campaign as their towns were burnt and the famine conditions in the country exploited for the war effort. Kitchener went on to administer the country to the further detriment of its inhabitants and happily made use of the situation to build his railway on the cheap, arguing, for example, that “[t]he natives around Goz Abu Guma are starving ... and you can get as many as you like for a handful of dhurra a day.”​[85]​ Hence, British justifications for colonial conquest were based on the pretense of “liberation” and the suffering of the local population was underplayed. In the case of Nazi-occupied Poland the racial hierarchy that was to be implemented was made clear through the distribution of supplies and reflected the Nazis’ Germanization program; as Hans Frank, the Governor-General of the “General Government” in Nazi-occupied Poland stated: 

the first problem is the members of the ethnic German community who in the future receive the same rations as the Reich Germans. They must not be treated differently. Until now we have taken the view that the ethnic Germans must gradually adjust to the German standard … I am not interested in the Jew … Whether or not they get any fodder to eat is the last thing I’m concerned about… .​[86]​

With regards to the Polish population, Frank proclaimed: “I am only interested in the Poles in so far as I see in them a reservoir of labor, but not to the extent that I feel it is a governmental responsibility to give them a guarantee that they will get a specific amount to eat.”​[87]​ Frank also noted that “[t]he Führer further stated explicitly that we had no obligation to create German conditions of life here, that there was no room for Germanization efforts. What we have here is a gigantic labor camp.”​[88]​
For the most part, Hitler was not concerned with “civilizing” the “native” populations in the East, as the following statement makes clear: “Anyone who talks about cherishing the local inhabitant and civilizing him goes straight to the concentration camp.”​[89]​ Indeed, as Elizabeth Harvey has pointed out in the case of the Germanization program in Poland, the Nazis did not aim to assimilate or perhaps “civilize” the Polish population, “but to eradicate ‘Polishness’ and ultimately eliminate the Polish population from ‘German soil’.”​[90]​ According to Nazi rhetoric, Poland was “mired in filth and vermin” and would need to be “cleansed.”​[91]​ Harvey highlights that the Nazis only perceived a “civilizing mission” for those deemed to fulfill their criteria of “Germanness” and who were therefore considered “settlement material.”​[92]​ Furber has argued that for Hitler, “the ‘civilizing mission’ was not worth the effort; according to the Nazis’ racist ideology, only races with a genetic predisposition to civilization could be civilized; to try to civilize lesser races was a waste of time.”​[93]​ It was also the case that these Nazi policies had further implications for the Jewish population and Furber has highlighted how “anti-Semitism combined with the Eastern ‘civilizing mission’ in a deadly embrace,” citing the example of Dietrich Troschke who blamed the primitiveness of eastern Poles on “Jewish influences”; the way to “civilize” Poland was to remove all traces of them.​[94]​ Moreover, “[a]nti-Semitism, which the Nazis brought with them to the East, helped them to see Jews as standing everywhere in the way of both civilization and the war effort.”​[95]​ Carroll P. Kakel has also highlighted that for the Nazis in Eastern Europe, rather than a “civilizing” mission, there “would be a radical ‘colonizing’ one, where, Hitler said ‘land’ – but not ‘peoples’ – would be ‘Germanized’” and the “inferior” races would be deported and eliminated, i.e. the Jews, the “Gypsies,” and the Slavs.​[96]​ Baranowski acknowledges that Nazi Lebensraum was to be achieved “without the pretence of a ‘civilizing mission’”;​[97]​ Mark Mazower concurs, stating: “A ruling power, according to [Hitler], should not even pretend that what it was doing was in anyone’s interest but its own.”​[98]​ Clearly this issue represents a difference in approach between British and Nazi colonialism, although it was nevertheless the case that imperial rhetoric informed Nazi discussions on the subject. In the case of British colonialism, the “moral duty” of the “civilizing mission” was central to public justifications for colonial rule and the violence this entailed and it was also highly important in informing the approach and attitudes of colonial administrators and troops on the ground. 
In the case of the Sudan, as Mark Levene has asserted, “for all its racial nastiness, [Kitchener’s] campaign did stop short of outright genocide.”​[99]​ While Kitchener’s policies did not lead to genocide, massacres and excessive violence clearly did take place and are part of a wider European tradition of violence. The timing of the Sudan conflict is relevant within the context of the development of European imperialism and the Scramble for Africa in which Britain’s dominance was already waning at the end of the nineteenth century. Levene has highlighted that during this time, “the iron-fist generals, the ones who were prepared to contemplate radical solutions to colonial insurrections, replaced those who operated by the book.”​[100]​ The extreme nature of colonial warfare was heightened further by the fact that, as Levene highlights, those taking up arms in opposition to European colonial rule “were more than aware that they were staring into the abyss, that once the railways and roads were laid, their autonomy and integrity would be gone and that this was their one and only chance to break free.”​[101]​ Clearly, the mix of racial prejudice and superior weaponry contributed to the extreme nature of colonial conflicts. As Pergher and Roseman highlight, “On the face of it, genocide is inimical with empire, indeed in some sense its negation” as “[i]f the ‘others’ are all eliminated … imperial rule ends.”​[102]​ Scholars have been debating the extent to which genocide within a colonial context can be viewed as “inevitable,” particularly if one considers the variant of “settler colonialism” specifically.​[103]​ One can detect the “potentiality” of genocide in this and other cases of British colonial violence; the underlying potential of the British Empire for mass killing could be ignited during times of crisis and threat and it is within this context that the reconquest can be viewed.​[104]​ As Stone has stated in his advocacy of scholars focusing on genocide as part of a historical process, we need to “take a more historical view, which can explain why certain situations evolve into genocide policies and, importantly, why some violent ones do not.”​[105]​ With reference to the Sudan campaign, the British defeat in the Sudan in 1885 is important, as it is clear that the British had no intention of leaving the country defeated for a second time. Colonial violence throughout the British Empire was connected as part of a broader framework of British colonial military behavior and an acceptance of a particularly brutal type of warfare against one’s colonial “enemies.” British colonialism can be seen within a wider framework of extreme violence and whilst colonial warfare did not always lead to “wholesale genocide,” as Jürgen Zimmerer and Dominik Schaller point out, “even in cases in which colonial military commanders did not aim at exterminating their indigenous enemies they usually willingly and cynically accepted the death of thousands of Africans or Asians as a collateral damage of their method of warfare.”​[106]​
 Enquiries into the brutal actions of colonial powers such as Britain challenge the debates regarding the extent to which we can identify a specific line of German continuity from the colonies of the Kaiserreich to the Holocaust, or as Madley states, “From Africa to Auschwitz.”​[107]​ In-depth studies of European colonial violence have further significance for the apparent emergence of a new colonial Sonderweg​[108]​ and the extent to which German colonial violence can be understood as “exceptional.”​[109]​ In response to this development, it is the contention of this article that a consideration of European colonialism is essential; Birthe Kundrus also emphasizes an approach which would “relativize the significance of German colonialism and stress the European dimension of imperialism.” Hence, Kundrus acknowledges the relevance of colonialism for our understanding of Nazi warfare and occupation in the East and also points out that “the imperial world of the 1930s, especially the British Empire, was a kind of ‘sounding board’ for National Socialism.”​[110]​ In contrast, both Geoff Eley and Guettel have emphasized a “break” between traditional European colonialism and the Nazi Empire and have argued that Nazi leaders ultimately rejected nineteenth-century “liberal-capitalist” colonialism.​[111]​ With regards to a focus on the German variant, Thomas Kühne has also pointed out that for Hitler, “German overseas colonialism was a past mistake that the Third Reich was not to repeat.”​[112]​ Guettel has further argued that imperialism for the Nazis was “expansionism as a polar opposite to the German colonialist activities.”​[113]​ While we may question the extent to which Hitler was inspired by German colonialism specifically, it is nevertheless the case that the Holocaust occurred within the traditions of European colonialism. 
In questioning the continuity approach, Robert Gerwarth and Stephan Malinowski have argued that neither “the scope, nature, [nor] objectives of the violence unleashed in German Southwest Africa constituted genuinely ‘new’ or exceptional levels of violence previously unknown to European colonialism.”​[114]​ Pascal Grosse has also highlighted the inherent assumption within the “continuity thesis” that “if German colonialism led in some causal way to National Socialism, then the German colonial order must have been different from its European rivals.”​[115]​ While the above statement from Gerwarth and Malinowski is certainly correct, they also claim that “National Socialism and the German war of annihilation constituted a break with European traditions of colonialism rather than a continuation.”​[116]​ In contrast, the present study argues that the violence of National Socialism occurred very much within the traditions of European colonial violence and that the latter was much more extreme than Gerwarth and Malinowski seem to think; it may be argued that twentieth-century European violence therefore represents a continuation of traditions of colonial violence. 
Donald Bloxham and Robert Gerwarth’s Political Violence in Twentieth- Century Europe convincingly argues that European colonial violence had wider significance for developments on European soil, acknowledging that “violent colonial expansion was a shared European experience characterized by transnational learning processes, particularly with respect to the treatment of non-European natives and the construction of colonial identities of white supremacy.”​[117]​ The authors add that these processes occurred within a “system of mutual observation and emulation”;​[118]​ the British Empire was central to this system. The violence that occurred in the colonies was relevant to Europe as it provided experiences of extreme violence and thus “the empires of Europe served as training grounds and spaces for the construction of new techniques and mentalities of violence.”​[119]​ As stated above, the timing of the Battle of Omdurman was significant within the context of developments in European colonialism and the levels of violence utilized; Doris Bergen places it within the context of a period which “must have contributed to a sense among many Europeans that human life – at least the lives of people they considered inferior – was extremely cheap.”​[120]​ Furthermore, James McMillan claimed within the context of the battle and the “extreme violence” of the Boer War that “after 1914, it involved no great leap of imagination on the part of the military and of civilian policy-makers to adapt their model of colonial war to European theatres of war.”​[121]​ Hence, an increasing number of scholars are acknowledging the importance of European colonialism as one of the “preconditions” for the Holocaust​[122]​ and the latter can be viewed as one part of a wider history of extreme European violence. It is not the intention here to suggest that both European colonial violence and Nazi violence were identical phenomena but rather that European colonialism represented a precedent of violence and conquest within European history, from which Hitler’s genocidal policies in the East could draw.  
The continuity thesis, which argues the relevance of German colonialism in particular for the genocidal violence of the Second World War, is often criticized for a teleological approach, in which “direct lines” are debated. However, as Eley has highlighted with reference to Nazi violence, “Flagging these precedents does not require an oversimplified model of causal explanatory continuity.”​[123]​ The present work does not claim a direct link between the violent campaigns of the British Empire and Nazi genocide. However, the history of European colonialism provides the backdrop to genocidal conflicts on European soil in the first half of the twentieth century and this fact should not be ignored, and requires further explanation. Despite the ongoing reservations of proponents of Holocaust “uniqueness,” scholars have begun to explore further links between other colonial violence and the Holocaust, demonstrating the value of this approach. Kakel’s exploration of The American West and the Nazi East is just one example.​[124]​ Although one must remain cautious, the Holocaust has become “the ‘gold standard’ in modern history” in which, “[b]y linking them to the Holocaust, the histories of colonialism and imperialism are upgraded.”​[125]​ Despite the reservations of some, it is clear that colonialism and the Holocaust shared characteristics; as Stone has argued, “Nazi genocidal policies were, at least at first, a continuation of policies undertaken by the European imperial powers.”​[126]​ Kühne has recently provided a review of the literature on colonialism and the Holocaust, which, as he states, leads to “an ambivalent assessment of the explanatory potential of the colonial paradigm” and rightly argues for multi-causal analyses, stating that “[f]urther research needs to examine the specific colonial or imperial knowledge translated into specific Nazi ideologies and similarities.”​[127]​ Overall, scholars’ ongoing debates highlight the fundamental need for more empirically based, synchronic comparisons of colonial violence​[128]​ and the want for further in-depth enquiry into individual cases of colonial brutality.​[129]​ 
To conclude, it is the contention of this article that the future of Holocaust studies and other genocides will benefit from a greater consideration of the violent events of European colonialism, of which the British Empire was a key driving force. It is argued that the significance of the British Empire to Nazi imperial policies goes beyond Hitler’s known admiration for British colonialism, and studies of British colonial violence are necessary for furthering our understanding of Holocaust and genocide studies, as well as British imperial history. V. G. Kiernan’s work was notable in its exploration of the significance of European colonial violence and twentieth-century warfare and the ways in which “violence outside Europe was about to come home to roost,” firstly in the escalation of intra-European violence and the military campaigns of the First World War.​[130]​ As one soldier seems to have already suspected, the conflict in the Sudan was indicative of events to come in Europe. As Major-General G. M. Franks stated in reference to Omdurman: 
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